5. An inconsistent assumption leads to an incorrect result, which is of general nature. This inconsistency is likely to be overlooked. In fact, the validity of the incorrect formula 7 has been claimed in his later papers. 6, 8 The facts in ͑b͒ and the previous paragraph show that the thermophoresis has been considered by the theory 3 without noticing the inconsistent assumption. Thus, the assertion ͑S1-1͒ is not appropriate. It just shows that the scope of the theory 3 has not been considered seriously from the very start of the series of papers. 3, [6] [7] [8] As to the assertion ͑S1-2͒, the Comment 1 asserts that the paper 3 has no error under the assumption ͑iii͒ of Ref. 4 Obviously, however, the agreement does not mean that the theory 3 is correct for unbounded domains.
As is clear from the above discussions, the theory 3 has a flaw even in the case where the Comment 1 asserts its validity for unbounded domains. Thus, the assertion ͑S1-2͒ is also not appropriate.
Next, as to the assertion ͑S2͒, we need to give brief remarks on the feature of Refs. 4 and 5 ͓see ͑d͒ above͔. First, we introduced a Green function approach in Ref. 4 , which is original and is free from the entropy production argument. Thus, Ref. 4 is in its nature different from the works 3,6 of Sharipov. One of main outcomes of Ref. 4 is a general expression of mass, momentum, and heat fluxes through the boundary in terms of the Green function. The Green function approach naturally leads to a reciprocity in a way of point correspondence. In Ref. 5 , on the basis of this reciprocity, the Onsager-Casimir relation is established in a way of point correspondence. This is not found in the literature. From such a detailed reciprocity, the global type reciprocity is obtained. As explained earlier, Ref. 3 does not justify this reciprocity for unbounded domains. Our approach 5 also copes well with the problem of possible divergence of entropy production. This problem has not been considered before. As is seen from these facts, our papers 4,5 present new ideas and consequences. Thus, the assertion ͑S2͒ ͑the last sentences in the fourth and last paragraphs of the Comment͒ is not appropriate.
As to the comments in the sixth paragraph of Ref. 6 did not detect the error is that it is a consequence of stopping the consideration of the far field behavior. Thus, the essential part of discussion for unbounded domains is not correct or is lacking in his two theories. 3, 6 By contrast, the far field behavior is properly considered in Ref. 4 . Thus, the correct formula ͑3͒ of Ref. 2 is directly obtained from the general expression of momentum flux in Ref. 4. In conclusion, as is clear from the present response, the Comment 1 is not appropriate. The theory 3 has been related to the thermophoresis. It has a flaw even when the assumptions in the Comment 1 are satisfied and the consistency of assumption at a far distance is ensured. We also gave brief remarks on new ideas and consequences of our previous papers 4, 5 to avoid any preconceptions caused by the Comment.
